Terrorization (LIPT) and Negative Acts QuestionnaireRevised (NAQ-R), and psychological harassment at work was well concordant with the NAQ-R. Conclusions: The Japanese version of the IVAPT showed high internal consistency reliability. While the first factor explained a large proportion of the variance, the IVAPT seems to have a unique factor structure in the Japanese sample. Concurrent validity of the IVAPT was supported by the comparison with the other scales. Psychological harassment at work, also called as mobbing or workplace bullying, a form of psychological abuse that occurs in the workplace, remained invisible for a long time 1) . Since psychological harassment started to receive attention in 1980s, it became a major topic of research in the field of organizational psychology in the 1990s 2) . While there are various definitions of psychological harassment, they commonly have four elements: 1) there is a manifestation of psychologically aggressive behaviors; 2) they are presented repeatedly and long-lasting; 3) they are carried out deliberately or unconsciously but clearly cause damage to the victims; and 4) there is an imbalance of power between parties. Thus, the concept of psychological harassment in the present study is very similar to the one presented by Moreno-Jiméneg et al.
Psychological harassment at work, also called as mobbing or workplace bullying, a form of psychological abuse that occurs in the workplace, remained invisible for a long time 1) . Since psychological harassment started to receive attention in 1980s, it became a major topic of research in the field of organizational psychology in the 1990s 2) . While there are various definitions of psychological harassment, they commonly have four elements: 1) there is a manifestation of psychologically aggressive behaviors; 2) they are presented repeatedly and long-lasting; 3) they are carried out deliberately or unconsciously but clearly cause damage to the victims; and 4) there is an imbalance of power between parties. Thus, the concept of psychological harassment in the present study is very similar to the one presented by Moreno-Jiméneg et al. 3) who conceived "the psychological harassment as continuing attitudes and hostile behavior, directed in a systematic way by one or several individuals against another, in order to discredit and humiliate, isolate, and ultimately cause abandonment of the job," or that presented by Einarsen et al. 2) , who described it as "harassing, offending, or socially excluding someone or negatively affecting someone's work."
A report from the International Labour Organization (ILO) pointed out that at least 10% of workers were being exposed to psychological harassment or bullying 4) . According to the fifth European Working Conditions Survey 5) published by the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions (Eurofound), 4% of workers report having been exposed to bullying or harassment during the previous year. In Spain, the latest report from Eurofound estimated that around 800 thousand people were suffering from psychological harassment in their current jobs 6) . Various studies have shown that psychological harassment is strongly related to a wide range of health problems, such as sleep disorders, anxiety, psychosomatic problems, irritability, and depression or posttraumatic stress as the most serious outcome 7−12) . Other common side effects of the condition of the mobbing are apathy and feelings of helplessness and hopelessness 13, 14) . These consequences have been converted into bullying in a topic of great public interest that has led to a growing number of investigations.
Two major scales have been developed to measure psychological harassment at work and are widely used in Europe and other English-speaking countries. The first observations of harassment at work came from a clinical work of Swedish researcher Heinz Leymann, who developed the Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terrorization (LIPT) 3, 15) . The LIPT evaluates the 12-month prevalence of exposure of 45 forms of bullying. The other instrument is the Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ) and its successor, the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R), developed by Norwegian researchers Einarsen and Raknes 16) . It consists of 22 items and evaluates the six-month prevalence of workplace bullying. Prevalence of psychological harassment at work (workplace bullying) has been reported from 3.5% in Sweden 14) , to 51% in Spain 17) when using the LIPT and from 8 to 15% when using the NAQ-R 18, 19) among European countries. These two scales have been also translated into the Japanese language and used in studies of prevalence and psychological impact of psychological harassment 20) , with a prevalence of 4% for the LIPT and 9% for the NAQ-R.
On the other hand, among Latin American countries and Spain, an instrument called the Inventory of Violence and Psychological Harassment (IVAPT) was developed and widely used. The prevalence of psychological harassment at work using the IVAPT has been reported to be 8.5% in Mexico, 17.9% in Chile, 9.4% in Spain, 19.4% in Costa Rica, 3.5% in Bolivia, 6.1% in Ecuador, and 7.5% in Cuba 13, 21−25) . These prevalences are similar to the prevalences reported from Europe using the NAQ 19) . The IVAPT has several unique features compared with the LIPT and NAQ/NAQ-R. First, the behaviors included in the IVAPT were from Latin American countries, such as Mexico and Spain, which are known as a more hierarchy-and collectivism-oriented countries compared with Northern and Middle European countries. The IVAPT may be more sensitive to measuring psychological harassment at work among hierarchy-and collectivism-oriented countries, such as Japan. Second, the IVAPT was designed to measure not only psychological harassment at work, but also psychological violence. In many organizations, psychological aggression is used as a mode of communication in some countries 3) . For instance, psychological aggression is used as an administrative procedure to give orders or to request someone to do an action, but without the intent to produce damage. Distinguished from psychological harassment at work, psychological violence in the workplace could be called "generic violence", and applied to all workers, with less psychological impact than mobbing 21) . The IVAPT measures this aspect of psychological violence, separately from psychological harassment. It is important to assess these two aspects of psychologically adverse experiences separately in order to study their differential impacts and also to take appropriate specific action against them 26, 27) . However, the IVAPT has not been translated into any Asian language including Japanese.
The objective of this study was to examine reliability and validity of the newly developed Japanese version of the IVAPT in the working population of Japan. In this study, we examined internal consistency reliability and factor-based validity of the Japanese version of the IVAPT. We also compared psychological violence and psychological harassment at work measured by the IVAPT with workplace bullying measured by the LIPT and NAQ-R to examine the concurrent validity.
Method

Participants
This study was based on data from a previous cross-sectional study of employees of the public institutions in the Kanto region in Japan in March 2009 20) . In total, 4,072 anonymous questionnaires on workplace harassment and demographic characteristics were distributed to employees in the public sector via seven labor unions, with a letter describing aims and procedures of the study, particularly assuring that the survey was anonymous and that no individual would be identified in analyzing and reporting the data. A total of 2,194 were returned sealed in an envelope, providing a response rate of 46.7%. The number of respondents in this study was considered enough for analyzing a factor structure of the IVAPT. The study procedure was approved by the Ethics Committees of the Graduate School of Medicine, The University of Tokyo.
Measures
1) IVAPT
This instrument consists of 22 items with two sets of response options (see Appendix). First, respondents were asked to answer the frequency of their experience of each item in the column (A) using five-point Likert-type options: "never" (0), "almost never" (1), "sometimes" (2), "frequently" (3), and "very frequently" (4) . Second, respondents were asked to report the relative frequency of experiencing each item compared with their colleagues in the column (B), using three response options: less than my colleagues (1), same as my colleagues (2), and more than my colleagues (3) . In addition, an additional final question asked whether the behaviors assessed have been produced by superiors, colleagues, or subordinates at work, which allows us to have reports of the directionality of the behaviors (mobbing ascending, collateral, or descending). Previous studies showed that the IVAPT had an acceptable level of internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha coefficients of 0.91−0.95) and factorial validity (53−66% of variance explained by the first factor) in Mexico, Spain, and Chile 13, 21, 22) . The instructions, items and response options of the IVAPT were first translated from the English version into Japanese by a professional translator. Then we tested this first translated version with a group of nine occupational health staff (occupational physicians, occupational health nurses, and clinical psychologists) in Japan to receive their feedback, and revised the translation accordingly. Then we back-translated the revised version into Spanish, which was then reviewed by the original author and also discussed for further refinement between Japanese and Mexican authors. This led to a small amendment to finalize the Japanese version of the IVAPT (e.g., the order of the response options in the column (A) was reversed).
The IVAPT provides three indicators of psychological violence and harassment at work, i.e., psychological harassment at work and the presence and intensity of psychological violence at work. The presence of psychological violence was defined based on the number of items for which the frequency was other than "never" (i.e., from "almost never" to "very frequent") and classified into high (5+), medium (1−4) and none (0). The intensity of psychological violence was defined as based on the total score of the frequency (0−88) and classified into high (45+), medium (23−44), low (1−22) , and none (0). Psychological harassment at work was defined based on the number of items that a respondent reported experiencing more than the rest of his/her colleagues, and classified into high (8+), medium (4−7), and none (0−3). Those classified as high or medium were considered to be experiencing psychological harassment at work. For interpretation, the presence of psychological violence at work was defined based on conflict situations at work that, when not resolved, can be habitual behavior. The intensity of psychological violence at work was defined based on situations with sustained generic violence at work that can be received by all workers at a workplace. When these behaviors intentionally target a single worker, which is determined based on whether a particular worker is targeted more than his/ her colleagues in the IVAPT, they can be considered to be psychological harassment at work.
Unfortunately, many items in column (B) were missing responses, particularly when the column (A) response was "never" (0). Thus, in this study, we assigned "same as my colleagues (2)" for the column (B) response in this case to reduce the number of missing responses.
2) Other scales of workplace harassment
The respondents were also asked to complete the Japanese versions of the NAQ-R 20, 28) and LIPT 7, 20) . The NAQ-R is a 22-item scale measuring how often during the past six months respondents have been subjected to negative acts ("never", "now and then", "monthly", "weekly", and "daily"). Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the internal consistency reliability of the NAQ-R were high (0.91−0.95), and the factorbased validity was confirmed among Japanese workers 20) . Those who responded that they had any of the 22 items weekly or daily were defined as having NAQ-R workplace bullying. The LIPT has 45 items, measuring the experience of bullying within the previous 12 months, with two response options (no or yes), as well as two additional questions on the frequency and duration of bullying. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients were high (0.93−0.95) among workers in Japan 20) . According to Leymann's definition, those who reported (1) exposure to at least one of 45 bullying behaviors within the previous 12 months, (2) weekly or more, and (3) for six months or longer were defined victims of bullying. Unfortunately, there were a large number of respondents who had missing responses on these scales. In the comparison between the IVAPT and these scales, the number of respondents was smaller than that of the total sample and varied because of the pairwise deletion of respondents with missing responses.
3) Other covariates
Demographic variables, such as sex, age, occupation, and duration of employment, were also asked in the questionnaire.
Statistical analysis
Average responses for column (A) responses (frequency) and column (B) responses (more than the colleagues) were calculated for the total sample. Cronbach's alpha coefficient of internal consistency reliability was calculated for column (A) responses and column (B) responses for the total sample, men and women.
The column (A) responses were subjected to a factor analysis using principal component analysis with varimax rotation. Since previous studies reported a one-factor structure and three-factor structure of the IVAPT 13) , we predetermined the number of factors as three. It was assumed to consist of the following factors: (1) manipulation to induce the punishment (MIC), which expresses the handling of situations in work to lead to errors or faults that are worthy of punishment (item #4, 7, 11−15, and 17−20); (2) damage to public image (DPI), which are behaviors that affect socially and deteriorate the image of the person concerned (item #1−3, 8, and 16); and (3) obstacles to work performance (ODL), which include actions to restrict initiative, success and future professional achievement of the person (item #5, 6, 9, 10, 21, and 22). We also conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses to test the one-factor structure and a three-factor structure 13) . Three indicators based on the IVAPT, i.e., psychological harassment at work and the presence and intensity of psychological violence, were calculated and compared between men and women and among the three age groups (chi-square test). These indicators were compared with workplace bullying defined based on the LIPT and NAQ-R (chi-square test and kappa coefficient). These statistical analyses were conducted by using IBM SPSS ver. 16 and SAS ver. 9.3.
Results
Demographic characteristics
A total of 1,810 respondents (909 men and 901 women) out of 2,194 initial respondents filled in all questions including sex, age, and the IVAPT. The average (standard deviation, SD) age of workers was 42.2 (10.2) years, with a range from 20 to 63 years. Men accounted for 51.5% of respondents, while women accounted for 48.5% of respondents. The average duration (SD) of employment was 10.9 (11.0) years. Respondents included 131 managers, 845 nonmanual workers (clerks), 285 manual workers (food service, garbage collection, etc.), 464 medical and welfare service workers, and 85 others/unknown. A total of 1,747 were full-time workers, 46 were parttime workers, and 17 were employed for a temporary job.
Item score distributions
The score of frequency asked in the column (A) was greater for item #18, "New jobs are unceasingly assigned to me"; #9, "My work is devalued and they never recognize my doing something well"; #1, "I receive attacks on my reputation"; and #2, "They have tried to humiliate me or to make a fool of me in public" ( Table 1 ). Frequency of being reported more than colleagues was also greater for these items. On the other hand, item #7, "Work situations are manipulated to make me commit errors and later accuse me of negligence or of being a bad worker," and #19, "The work or activities given to me require more experience than that which I possess, and they are assigned to me with the intention of discrediting me," were least frequent. The average (SD) number of items for which column (A) was more than "never" was 4.6 (7.5). The average (SD) total score of frequency in column (A) was 6.5 (10.9). The average (SD) number of items in column (B) that respondents reported experiencing more than their colleagues was 0.7 (2.6).
Cronbach's alpha
The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of internal consistency reliability for responses concerning the frequency in column (A) were 0.97 in the total sample, 0.94 for men, and 0.97 for women. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients for responses concerning experiencing more than one's colleagues were 0.94 for the total sample, 0.95 for men and 0.92 for women when using a dichotomous response, i.e., no (less then or same as one's colleagues=0) and yes (more than one's colleagues=1).
Factor-based validity
In an exploratory factor analysis, eigenvalues (and the total variance explained) were 14.20 for the first factor (64.5%), 1.04 for the second factor (4.7%), and 0.84 for the third factor (3.8%). A threefactor solution after varimax rotation indicated that 13 items (#5, 6, 7, 12−17, and 19−22) were loaded on factor 1, most of which addressed manipulation of work situation to make work difficult (Table 2) . Seven other items (#1−3 and 8−11) were loaded on factor 2, which mostly addressed attacks on public image. The remaining two items (#4 and 18) were loaded on factor 3, which addressed assignment of work demands, such as ones with a short deadline or continuous work demands. A series of confirmatory factor analyses revealed that neither the one-factor structure (GFI 0.736, AGFI 0.680, RMSEA 0.130, and AIC 6648.5) or the three-factor structure (GFI 0.791, AGFI 0.744, RMSEA 0.117, and AIC 5360.3) fit well, while the latter fit slightly better than the former.
Sex and age distribution of psychological violence and harassment at work
No significant sex difference was found in prevalence of psychological harassment at work or presence or intensity of psychological violence at work (p>0.05, Table 3 ). Older respondents had a greater prevalence of psychological harassment at work and presence and intensity of psychological violence at work (p<0.01).
Comparison with other scales
The prevalence of psychological harassment at work based on the IVAPT definition (medium or high) was 5.9%, while the prevalences of workplace bullying based on the LIPT and NAQ-R were 4.1% and 9.5%, respectively (Table 4) . Presence of psychological violence was not concordant with LIPT and NAQ-R workplace bullying; for instance, only less Frequency for column (A) was asked using a five-point Likert-type option: "never" (0), "almost never" (1), "sometimes" (2), "frequently" (3), and "very frequently" (4) .
‡ The relative frequency of experiencing compared with their colleagues for the column (B) was asked using three response options and dichotomized: less than my colleagues [0), same as my colleagues (0), and more than my colleagues (1) .
than one-quarter of respondents were classified as experiencing LIPT or NAQ-R workplace bullying among respondents with high presence of psychological violence. On the other hand, more than 75% of respondents with high intensity of psychological violence were classified as experiencing LIPT or NAQ-R workplace bullying. While about 75% of respondents with psychological harassment at work were classified as experiencing NAQ-R workplace bullying, only less than half of them were classified as experiencing LIPT workplace bullying. The concordance measured by using kappa was 0.45 (standard error [SE], 0.04) between the IVAPT definition of psychological harassment at work (medium or high) and NAQ-R workplace bullying; it was 0.30 (SE, 0.05) between psychological harassment at work and LIPT workplace bullying.
Discussion
The Japanese version of the IVAPT showed high internal consistency reliability according to Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the total sample and for both sexes. This finding is consistent with previous studies that also showed high internal consistency of the IVAPT (0.91−0.95 in Cronbach's alpha) in Mexico, Spain, and Chile 13, 21, 22) . The internal consistency reliability was also similar to that for the Japanese version of the NAQ-R (Cronbach's alpha of 0.91−0.95) 20) . The exploratory factor analysis showed that the 19. The work or activities given to me require more experience than that which I possess, and they are assigned to me with the intention of discrediting me. first factor explained a large proportion of the variance (64.5%), suggesting that the scale measures a unidimensional construct. This finding is consistent with previous reports that 53−66% of the variance was explained by the first factor in Mexico, Spain and Chile 13, 21, 22) . However, the previous study also reported that a one-factor structure or three-factor structure did not fit the data very well based on the results of the confirmatory factor analyses, while the three-factor structure observed in the Spanish version did slightly better 13) . The three-factor structure extracted by the exploratory factor analysis in this sample was similar to that observed in the Spanish version to some extent. There were two major factors related to (1) both manipulation to induce punishment and obstacles to work performance (item #5−7, 12−17 and 19−22) and (2) damage to public image (item #1−3, 8−11 and 15) and obstacles to work performance, which are similar to the factor structure observed in the Spanish version 13) , while some items were loaded differently. A particularly unique feature of the factor structure in this sample was that the third factor seems to represent a separate factor for too many job demands as a form of psychological violence. This may be a unique feature of psychological violence/harassment at work in Japan.
The prevalence of presence (medium or high) of psychological violence was 47.8% in this sample, which was much lower than those in other studies (83.3% in Chile, 86.3% in Mexico, and 86.2% in Spain) 13) . The prevalence of intense (medium or high) of psychological violence was 8.8%, which is similar to that in Mexico (10.5%) but much lower than that in Spain (20.5%) or Chile (39.5%). The prevalence (medium or high) of psychological harassment at work was 5.9%, which was lower than previous reports in Mexico (8.5%), Chile (17.9%), and Spain (9.4%). In this study, there was no significant difference among sex in any of these prevalences, which is similar to previous results of Aldrete et al. 29) and Pando et al. 21) but inconsistent with those of Hirigoyen 30) and Chiaroni and Chiaroni 31) . We found that older respondents reported a higher prevalence.
The prevalence of psychological harassment at work based on the IVAPT definition (high or medium) (5.9%) was higher than the prevalence (4.1%) based on the LIPT but lower than that (9.5%) based on the NAQ-R. This is almost consistent with previous studies using these three instruments. The LIPT seems to measure a more severe psychological harassment at work, and the NAQ-R seems to measure a milder one than the IVAPT. All three indicators based on the IVAPT were statistically associated with workplace bullying based on the LIPT and NAQ-R, suggesting concurrent validity of the IVAPT compared with these two scales. More interestingly, the high intensity of psychological violence was strongly associated with LIPT and NAQ-R workplace bullying. There was a greater concordance between the IVAPT definition of psychological harassment at work and NAQ-R workplace bullying than between the IVAPT and LIPT. It is suggested that the construct measured by the IVAPT is more close to that measured by the NAQ-R. Both LIPT and NAQ-R may be sensitive for measurement of psychological violence, since when psychological violence becomes severe, it would increase the risk of psychological harassment at work as well. But the LIPT may be less sensitive for measurement of psychological harassment at work. These findings could be useful in classifying existing scales of psychological harassment at work and comparison of findings based on different scales.
Limitations
Several limitations should be noted. First, the response rate was not high. Also, there were many respondents who failed to fill in column (B). The results may be biased toward those who were willing to report their experience of psychological violence and harassment at work. While we assigned a neutral value (same as one's colleagues) to the respondents who reported "never" in column (A), which we consider reasonable, a better way to impute missing responses in column (B) may need to be developed. Second, the sample was from civil servants, particularly from nonmanual workers. The results may reflect more characteristics of the sample. A replication study is needed among blue-collar workers and in private sectors. While we used the original criteria to define psychological violence and harassment at work based on the IVAPT, the cut-off may vary from country to country. Also, while it sounds reasonable to differentiate psychological violence and psychological harassment at work based on the IVAPT, evidence for the classification is still not available in Japan. A further study should be conducted to rationalize the classification by, for example, comparing psychological impacts of psychological violence, and psychological harassment at work.
Even with these limitations, the present study has shown that the Japanese version of the IVAPT is a reliable and valid instrument for measurement of psychological violence and harassment at work. The instrument could be useful in international comparison studies of psychological violence and harassment at work between Latin American countries and Japan, as well as other countries, and in studies intending to differentiate psychological violence and harassment at work. 13 . I am continually interrupted when I try to speak.
14. I feel that I am prevented from expressing myself.
15. I am verbally attacked with criticism about the work I do.
16. I am avoided or rejected at work (avoiding visual contact, by means of scowls of explicit rejection, scorn or contempt, etc.)
17. My presence is ignored, for example, exclusively addressing others (as if I did not exist).
18. New jobs are unceasingly assigned to me.
19. The work or activities given to me require more experience than that which I possess, and they are assigned to me with the intention of discrediting me. 
